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SYNOPSIS

Hyphaene natalensis Kuntze (1847) was misidentified with

H. crinita Gaertn. (1791) by Martius (1849) apparently on the

supposition that the types of both these species had come from

South East Africa, where both the Dutch and the British had

settlements. This view of Martius was widely accepted in the

Floras of the regions, even though, contrary to Martius' view,

Kirk (1863) had stated that H. crinita is an inland species. This

was apparently due to Kirk's misidentification of the taxon named
by Kuntze as H. natalensis and by Martius as H. crinita. According

to Kirk's specimens in Kew, it is obvious that he had confused the

species partly with a form of H. coriacea and partly with H.

turbinata (mistaking the latter and H. schatan as forms of true

H. coriacea). Since the species (H. natalensis) from Kaffraria and
Natal was left unnamed by Kirk, Drude (1895) referred this

species to a form of H. coriacea (on vegetative characters given

by Kirk).

Since then more than one species of East Africa have been

referred to H. crinita. In 1924 Beccari showed that no fruit from
East Africa would agree with H. crinita as depicted by its author,

Gaertner. However, South African botanists themselves were not

certain where Hyphaene species are found in the region; and
relying on the information of a South African botanist who had
worked on the palms for the flora of the region, Beccari was
convinced that the type of H. natalensis was not from Natal and
so he typified the species on a specimen from Mozambique.

However, it is shown here that H. natalensis is found in

coastal regions of East Africa from Kaffraria to Mozambique and
the species has been retypified on Natal plant.

The fact that Kuntze (1847) had given a detailed description

of H. natalensis has generally been overlooked, probably because
this description is separated from its diagnosis and placed in the

discussion where Kuntze gives the reasons for keeping separate

H. thebaica and H. crinita (united by Martius, 1838). This original

description, given by Kuntze, is reprinted here and a new description

based on new material is given.

In the summer of 1967, while on vacation in Portugal, I under-

took to determine, among other things, the unnamed specimens

of Hyphaene in the Herbarium of the Overseas Botanical Institute

(Centro de Botanica) in Lisbon. Being then wholly unfamiliar

with the systematics of the genus, I did not foresee the great

difficulties with which I would be confronted in this enterprise.

* Retired botanist.
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Fig. 1. Translation of the label of Gaertner' s type:

Hyphaene crinita of Mr. Gaertner [Synonym] H. natalensis Kuntze

[in] Linn[aea]. (Amsterdam Garden probably brought from Kaffra-

ria and sent to Gaertner). H. thebaica is different. I have united to

this Kuntze's species, (sg.) Marthas.
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The two binomials widely employed in the accounts of Hyphaene

species of East Africa are Hyphaene coriacea Gaertner (1788) —
the type species of the genus —and H. crinita Gaertner (1791) —
the second species instated under the genus. Yet the fruits of

the species identified as such do not agree with Gaertner's drawings

of the types.

In his monograph Beccari (Borasseae: 29 and 30 (1924)

)

undertook to clarify this problem. He showed that there was no

species of Hyphaene in East Africa which would match with

Gaertner's drawing of H. crinita and that the only specimen that

would agree in a great measure with Gaertner's drawing of H.

coriacea was from the regions around the Red Sea. Beccari had

examined a large number of specimens from Central, North and

West Africa but he made no attempt to see if any of these could

fit with the type drawing of H. crinita. Further, Beccari's identifi-

cation of H. coriacea represented a species quite different from

that shown by Gaertner's drawing and he also ignored the geogra-

phical particulars which Brown (Tuckey, Exp. River Zaire,

Appendix, 5: 457 (1818)) had apparently himself obtained from

the collector of the type specimen. But, what is most important for

our purpose here is Beccari's contention that the binomial H.

natalensis Kuntze has priority for the species from South East

Africa, the same that is commonly called H. crinita (op. cit.: 39

(1924)). Either because of the defects indicated above or because

the mongraph was wholly in Italian, Beccari's views have generally

been ignored by botanists so that even in recent literature these

two binomials have been employed in the erroneous sense given

them by Martius (Hist. Palm, 3, ed 2: 226 (1849)) and by Kirk
(Journ. Linn. Soc. Bot. 9: 234 and 235 (1867)).

Fortunately my studies in Lisbon enabled me to show that

H. crinita. is identical with H. togoensis Becc. (1924) from North
Tropical West Africa and that H. coriacea is a species probably

common in North Mozambique and Kenya, with no resemblance

to any species from South East Africa and the regions along the

Red Sea. More recently, when my paper was in the advanced stage

of print, the Biological Institute of the University of Tuebingen,

Germany, loaned me the holotypes of Gaertner's two species and
enabled me to confirm my identifications (Furtado in Rev. Garcia

da Orta 15: 459 t.19 (1970)).

The identification of Gaertner's species raised the problem of

identifying the species from East Africa erroneously referred to

Gaertner's binomials. Already H. coriacea sensu Becc. (1924)

has named as H. beccariann Furtado (op. cit.: 44 Ic. 5 A and B
(1970) ); but the South African species misidentified as H. crinita

by Martius (1849) and Kirk (1867) and as H. coriacea var. minor
by Drude (Engl. Bot. Jahrb. 21 : 126 (1895) ) and correcdy referred

to as H. natalensis by Beccari (op. cit.: 39 (1924)) has not been

properly typified. Through Mr. Hein Wicht, F.R.G.S., of Durban,
fresh specimens of fruits and leaf-hastulas from South East Africa

were obtained. These enabled me to re-typify the species and clear

its nomenclature. The results of this inquiry are given here.
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Plate 1 Hyphaene crinita sec Kirk in Kew
Apparently these specimens collected by Kirk at Kongoni, Nyasaland

(= Malawi) are the basis of Kirk's statement that H. crinita sec

Mart. (= H. natalensis) is an inland species, and not a coastal one.

Three obovate fruits are forms of H. coriacea, and the third with a

campanulate outline is H. schatan. The date given on the specimen

is 1859, which might indicate the one when the specimen was studied

and incorporated in the Kew herbarium. (Photo published by
permission of the Director, Royal Botanic Gardens, Kew).
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History of H. natalensis

In 1847, Kuntze (Linnaea 20: 15) described Hyphaene natalensis

based on fruits obtained from the Port of Natal by one Geinzius

in 1843. Since previously Martius (Hist. Palm, 3, ed 1 : 227 (1839)

)

had accepted only two species of the genus, H. thebaica with H.

crinita as a synonym, and H. coriacea, Kuntze gave reasons for

recognising H. crinita as quite distinct from H. thebaica stating

that the fruits of the former resembled more those of his new
species (H. natalensis) though in no way identical. (Fig. 1)

Kuntze's remarks on the shape of the fruit of H. crinita appearing

more like that of H. natalensis, and the fact that the Dutch had

long established settlements in South East Africa have apparently

misled Martius (Hist. Palm. 3, ed. 2: 225 (1849)) into making an

assumption that the type fruit of H. crinita had probably come
from Kaffraria.

It is on this geographical assumption alone that Martius reduced

to H. crinita not only H. natalensis but also the specimens sub-

mitted to him from Kaffraria by one Drege. Martius described

the fruits of the species being subobliquely obovate-pyriform,

convex at the vertex, a description that is applicable to the fruit

of H. crinita but not to that of H. natalensis which was described

as "obovate depressed at both the ends".

In 1867 Kirk (Journ. Linn. Soc. 9: 235) having studied the

Hyphaene species from the Zambesi region and its neighbourhood

changed completely the sense of H. crinita, perhaps basing his

conclusions on vegetative characters of the stem and the ligule. He
described the fruit as oblong and stem as "cylindrical", meaning
perhaps that the stem is solitary and neither ventricose (as in

H. ventricosa) nor branched (as in H. coriacea as interpreted by
him). Now, H. natalensis was said to be from the seacoast, but

Kirk stated that it is an inland species from the Zambesi and the

Nyassa regions and stressed that it is "not found on the seacoast".

Kirk's view was adopted by Wendland (Bot. Zeit. 39: 92 (1881) ).*

In 1895, Drude (Bot. Jahrb. 21: 176) modified somewhat the

sense by excluding a synonym given by Kirk but preserved Kirk's

general interpretation. Drude at once saw that Kirk had left

nameless the Kaffraria species represented in the Berlin Herbarium.
On particulars given by Kirk of the ligule and the ecology of H.
coriacea, Drude identified Bachmann's specimens from Kaffraria

in the Herbarium of Berlin as a dwarf form of H. coriacea from
Mozambique and called it doubtfully H. coriacea var. minor Kirk,

although Kirk had indicated his two varieties without naming
them. However, contrary to the views of Kirk, Drude applied
H. crinita also to the maritime specimens from Tanzania and
Madagascar.

Now, Kirk characterized H. coriacea as a species having a
dichotomous branched stem, and perhaps Drude was unaware that

the species from Kaffraria was normally non-branching and
cespitose. Nevertheless, it is surprising that neither Kirk nor

* Plate 1.



288 Gardens' Bulletin, Singapore —XXV (1970)

Wendland nor even Drude followed Martius, and that all adopted

H. crinita to the plant from Kaffraria whence the type of the

species was supposed to have come, giving instead entirely a new

interpretation to the taxon.

Ignoring all these differences, Wright (Fl. Cap. 7: 30 (1897) &
Ft Trop. Afr. 8: 121 (1901)) combined the views of Martius,

Kirk and Drude, and included under H. crinita both H. natalensis

and H. petersiana, thereby regarding the species as widely distri-

buted both inland and along the seacoast from Kaffraria in the

south to Tanzania and Madagascar in the north.

Marloth (Fl. S. Africa 4: 47 & 50 (1915)) credited two species

to South East Africa, namely, H. crinita and H. ventricosa. The

former, according to him, remained dwarf in the southern coast-

district of Natal, though it reached 30 ft. in height on the Limpopo

and the Zambesi. The other, Marloth stated, occurred in the north.

He gave a photograph on plate 12 of the same work with the

caption: "Hyphaene crinita Gaertn. in the Northern Transvaal

near Zoutpansberg."

From the facts that Marloth could not loan to Beccari any

fruiting specimens from South East Africa and that he considered

highly doubtful the records of the occurrence of Hyphaene species

anywhere in Natal and its southern district or even in its immediate

north (cf. Beccari: 40 (1924) ), it seems obvious that Marloth

had not seen any specimens of Hyphaene either in a herbarium

or live excepting the one from the Northern Transvaal the habit

of which he illustrated. It is not easy to identify the species as

more than one species have similar habit. Whatever information

he had given in the Flora on the habit and distribution of the

plant was evidently reproduced from the previous books. For the

same reason it is not easy to determine what Marloth meant by
H. ventricosa, since this species was then known only from the

Zambesi region, and not from South East Africa.

In all these systematic treatments no attempt was made on
taxonomic grounds to discover a species that would agree either

with the types of H. crinita and H. natalensis or with their original

descriptions. As a result, these binomials have been equivocally

used, although H. natalensis has been regarded often as a synonym
H. crinita. As said above, Beccari was the first to make a systematic

survey to identify these two species. In his monograph on Borasseae
(1924) he indicated that true H. crinita Gaertn. could not be found
anywhere in East Africa and that its description varied so much
from that of H. natalensis that these two species could not be
identical.

In order to determine the exact identity of H. natalensis,

Beccari approached Marloth who had elaborated palms for Flora
of South Africa (1915) for fruiting specimens of the two palms,
H. crinita and H. ventricosa mentioned by him in the Flora. In
reply to this, Marloth maintained that the occurrence of a
Hyphaene species in Natal was highly doubtful, admitting that it

occurred more to the North (Beccari op. cit.: 40 observ. (1924)).
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From this information Beccari concluded that the type fruits of

H. natalensis were probably brought to Natal from elsewhere so

that Geinzius could acquire them in Natal from where he could

post them to Loddiges in England. Hence Beccari typified the

species on a specimen collected by Schinz at Pisini near Delagoa

Bay. He could not however ignore the facts that Martius had

received specimens from one Drege from two localities in Kaffraria

and that Drude had Bachmann's collections from Pondoland also

in Kaffraria. Without seeing any specimen from these collections

Beccari included them in H. natalensis. Even in studying the fruit

collected by Schinz, Beccari saw only Kuntze's diagnosis. He
complained that this was too brief for the correct identification of

the species. He had overlooked an extensive description of the

fruit and its internal structures provided by Kuntze on the next

page following the diagnosis of H. crinita.

As said above, Beccari's conclusion regarding the non-occurrence

of H. crinita in East Africa and the priority of H. natalensis has

been overlooked or ignored by botanists even today.

Phillips (Genera S. Afr. Flow. PL: 126 (1926)) credited only

one species of Hyphaene for South East Africa, found in Natal

and the northern Transvaal. He did not name the species but it

is obvious that he meant the species to be H. crinita, a binomial

widely adopted then as it is now by South African botanists for

naming the species from the region. Evidently, like Marloth, he
was unaware of the Hyphaene specimens that grew in the Kaffraria

region.

Recent travellers in East Africa have had some of their specimens

from Mozambique and Tanzania named as H. crinita. In "Prin-

cipes", journal of the Palm Society of America, this binomial is

frequently applied equivocally to specimens that in no way
represent H. natalensis. Brenan (Check List of Forest Trees &
Shrubs, Tanganyika: 399 (1949)), who utilized Beccari's mono-
graph on Borasseae, stated that the record of H. crinita in the

region is doubtful and suggested, for some unspecified reasons,

that the taxon from the region referred to H. crinita might be a

form of H. ventricosa. Brenan mentioned a specimen (Stuhlman 24)

which Drude had identified as H. crinita^ a. name used by Drude
to a species akin to H. schatan.

Provenance of the Type of H. natalensis

Since Beccari was misled to believe that no Hyphaene species

occurs in Natal, it is imperative that H. natalensis be typified on
the specimens from the region.

An inquiry into the specimens preserved in different herbaria

was not of much help in the identification of this species, and I

could not locate Kuntze's types. A note published in "Principes,"

a journal already mentioned above, put me in touch with Mr.
Hein Wicht of Durban, a keen observer of palms in South Africa,

and whose familiarity with the Hyphaene species of South East
Africa has enabled me not only to dissipate many false conceptions
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made by current botanical workers on the Hyphaene species of

the region, but also to typify H. natalensis.

Now, Durban is a new name for the former Port of Natal. Fruits

of Hyphaene species occurring not only along the coast but also

in the reserve of Kruger National Park were sent to me. It was

obvious that there were at least three distinct forms or species in

South East Africa, and Wicht agreed that they appeared distinct,

but botanists in South East Africa insist that only one species

exists in the region. The most important contribution for my
purpose was Wicht's familiarity with the exact places where the

coastal species occurred in the north and the south of Durban,

i.e. from Kaffraria in the south to Mozambique a little beyond

the Tropic of Capricorn in the north. Unfortunately, the scope of

this inquiry had to be limited to South East Africa only.

Now, from the specimens received from Wicht it was evident

that Marloth had no proper basis for belittling the record of

the provenance of the type of H. natalensis, nor did Phillips (1926)

for ignoring the Hyphaene palms that were stated to exist in

Kaffraria by Martius (1849) and Drude (1895). The specimens can

be collected even now. Wicht assures me that he had seen a view

of "the Port of Natal in 1840" with a Hyphaene species in the

background. The type fruit of H. natalensis was collected only in

1843! Wicht recalled that a little south of Durban, at Amazintoti,

there used to be cespitose Hyphaene palms growing wild in a

property that belonged to him, though now they have disappeared,

owing to the impact of cultivating more economic plants.

In 1890, Wood, Curator of Botanic Gardens, Durban (Gard.

Chron. 8: 381) stated that in the Gardens there were male plants

which he suspected were sown by a former Curator Mcken; he

also noted that solitary plants of this palm are found on the sandy

plains in close proximity to the coast throughout the whole length

of the colony.

There is also evidence in the Kew Herbarium to show that

Marloth was wholly mistaken as to the occurrence of a Hyphaene
species in the Port of Natal, for, in 1859, only 15 years after

the collection of the type specimen of H. natalensis, one Sanderson

sent a leaf and male spadix of a Hyphaene species from Natal to

Kew where it was labelled H. crinita. It has to be recalled that

unlike Hyphaene nuts which German industrialists then sought

from any part of Africa in order to test the suitabilty of their

kernel as a substitute for vegetable ivory, leaves and male flowers

were not in such a demand. Therefore Sandersons' specimens must
be accepted as having been collected from plants growing in or

near the Port of Natal then generally known as Natal. Kew has

also fruits collected in Natal by the Curator of the Durban
Gardens( Mcken) in 1869. These came apparently from the Port.

Wood (1890) reported that a collection of palms growing at the

neglected part of the Gardens was from seeds sown apparently by
Mcken. This would suggest that the orignal palms were becoming
a nuisance and had to be removed to a "neglected part of the

Gardens", and it might not have been the first occasion for

eliminating the palms from important places in the city.
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Plate 2 Hyphaene natalensis Kuntze (Neotopotype in Kew).

Collected by Mcken in Natal in 1869. Top: Twin fruits. Bottom left:

entire fruit. Right: Longitudinal section. (Photo published by per-

mission of the Director, Royal Botanic Gardens, Kew).
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Now, by the phrase "fructibus ex portu Natalensi mi sit

Geinzius" found in the protologue of H. natalensis, Kuntze

obviously wished to say that Geinzius had collected the fruits from

the plants growing in the port city of Natal and not that Geinzius

had acquired them there or posted them from that city. Geinzius

usually gave details of fruits, seeds, bulbs, etc. sent by him from

Africa to be grown in the gardens in England and Germany. Thus

many new species were described on material (or its progeny)

sent by Geinzius and some were even named after him. If he

did not know the provenance of the fruits, he would have informed

the recipient, and so Kuntze would probably have noted the fact

with such words as "patria ignota" (or incerta). Walpers (Annales

1: 751 (1848)), who was in contact with Kuntze, also understood

that the palm grew ("crescit") at the Port of Natal.

The type could not have been derived from a palm introduced

and cultivated in Natal; for, in the very early stages of the

development of the Port, the authorities would have been con-

centrating on improving the aesthetic aspects of the surroundings.

This would mean ridding the place of as many native trees as

feasible and planting instead exotic trees chosen for their beauty

or shade; and, when there was a native Hyphaene, one would not

take the trouble to bring in a similar plant from another place of

the same country. Probably this work of eliminating native trees

led to the existence of male adult plants of the species in 1859

and 1890.

In view of this, it is evident that the type fruits of H. natalensis

must have been taken from a palm growing spontaneously in or

near the Port of Natal. As no species of Hyphaene is found growing

now in this locality, one has to explore its vicinity to see if any

is found to agree with the original description of the species.

The Protologue of H. natalensis

As said above, the protologue of H. natalensis is divided into

two parts. The first contains: (1) a brief diagnosis of the fruit;

(2) a brief description of a juvenile leaf since the nuts sown in

England in 1843 had not produced normal leaves till December

1846; and (3) the information that (a) the palm was listed by

Loddiges in his list of palms issued in 1845 and (b) the fruit was

from the Port of Natal received from Geinzius in 1843.

The second part of the protologue contains Kuntze's reasons

for excluding H. crinita from the synonymy of H. thebaica, and

for recognizing these two species as distinct, in addition to H.

natalensis (newly described) and H. coriacea. It is in the latter

part that Kuntze gave a comprehensive description of the fruit

of H. natalensis. As this description has generally been overlooked

by botanists including Walpers (Annales 1: 751 (1848)) who
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usually reproduced full descriptions of the species listed, and also

by Beccari (1924), both the diagnosis and the detailed description

are reprinted here as found in Linnaea 20: 15 (1847):

Hyphaene natalensis Kze

"Fructibus obovatis, utrinque depressis, laevibus, putamine sub-

globoso, breviter pedicellatis.

Loddiges palmae 1845 p. 7 No. 64.

Fructus ex portu Natalensi misit Geinzius a. 1843."

(The descrpition of the juvenile leaf is not transcribed here.)

The detailed description of H. natalensis given under H. crinita

is as follows:

"Hujus fructum paucis describamus. Insidet pedicello 4-5 lin.

longo, 3-3 \ lin. crasso. Est 2\ pollices longus, basi 1^, ante apicem

rotundato-depressum 2J poll, diametro, lateribus levissime

depressus, subangulatus, epidermide laevi, castaneo-fusca, tenui

et fragili obductus. Sarcocarpium 1^-2 lin. crassum, rubellum;

mesocarpium 2-3 lin. crassum, lignosum, ratione ad pedicellum

habita, obliquum (in H. thebaica sarcocarp. 3 lin. crass, pallidum;

mesocarpium 1 lin. crass.). Putamen 12 lin. longum, 15 latum, basi

attenuatum, obtusum, apice late truncatum s. depressum, laeve.

extus fibris rigidis fuscis mesocarpii cavitati partim, imprimis basi

et apice adnatum. (In H. thebaica putamen oviforme a basi latiore

obliqua apicem versus attenuatum, in apice ipso truncato-

umbonatum). Cavitas albumins (ut in H. thebaica) putamini con-

formis. Cavitas embryonis in specimine examinato non

reperiebatur."

Apparently Kuntze did not have a very normal fruit, for not

only did it lack the embryo but its putamen was much broader than

long, attenuate and obtuse at the base, and broadly truncate or

depressed a the apex. In the specimens (from the district of Natal)

recently examined, the putamen is nearly as long as it is broad*

somewhat truncately rounded at the base, and curvedly attenuate

from the upper third, forming almost an angle at the apex above

the embryo in the albumen. The absence of the embryo might

have been the cause of some disorganization in the structure of the

fruit such that the latter became somewhat flat or depressed at

the vertex.

Re-typification of H. natalensis

Now, there are four considerations which make the re-typification

of the species an easy task. In the first place the original description

is extensive giving the size and the shape of the fruit ;secondly, there

is only one species of Hyphaene extensively distributed in the sandy
regions between the coast and the mountains of South East Asia

from Pondoland in Kaffraria in the South to the north in

Zululand; thirdly, there is no other species of Hyphaene found
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growing in the region having even a limited distribution; and

fourthly, the description agrees with the fruit of this Hyphaene

even though there are some minor variations not known to Kuntze

who probably based his description on one fruit or two of the

same plant. Therefore the coastal species of South East Africa

must be Kuntze's species of which the type fruit had been

collected by Geinzius in 1843. A new description of the species

is therefore given here with its synonymy:

Hyphaene natalensis Kuntze in Linnaea 20: 15 (1847); Walpers,

Ann. 1: 751 (1848); Becc, Borass: 39 (1924) p.p. Figures 1-2,

Plate 2.

H. coriacea sec, Wendl. in Bot. Zeit. 39: 93 (1881).

H. coriacea var. minor Kirk ex Drude in Engl. Jahrb. 21: 126

(1899) 126 quoad specimina pondolandensia.

H. crinita sec. Mart., Hist. Palm. 3, ed 2: 227 (1849); Wendl.

in op. cit. 39: 92 (1881); Salom., Palm. Gatt. in Arten: 43 (1887);

Drude in op. cit. 21: 123 (1895); Wright, Fl. Cap. 7: 30 (1897)

et Fl. Trop. Afr. 5: 121 (1901); Marloth, Fl. S. Afr. 4: 50 (1915):

Omnino pro parte.

Caulis caespitosus, simplex vel rarissime bifurcatus, socialis,

1-4 m, interdum usque ad 6 maltus. Folia costapalmata, in lamina

petioloque nigropunctulata vel lepidota, deciduo pruinosa; ligula

in folio juvenili in petiolum oblique transversa, folii adulti

bilateralis, dimensione variabilis, in latere altiore ad usque 18 cm
longa, in altero tertio-brevior, margine plus minusve aculeata,

aculeis inaequalibus robustis praedita, apice sensim in costam

exeuns, interdum oblique transversa ut in folio juvenili. Pedicellus

12-15 mmlongus, supra medium constrictulus, inde basin versus

incrassatus. Fructus 5.5-6.5 cm altus, apice circa 5.2 cm in diam.,

ad stigma depressum 3-3.5 cm crassus, oblique obovatus, basin

versus attenuatus, imo latere dorsali truncato rotundatus, ventrali

supra stigma curvato-ventricosus; apice oblique convexiusculus,

latere dorsali altior quam ventrali, vertice obsolete trigonus et in

perimetro stigmatico-pedicellari saepisse longitudinaliter promi-

nulus; infra apicem obscure angulatus; epidermide fusco brunneo,

nitido, iregulariter depresso-punctulato, tenui et fragili, obductus.

Sarcocarpium in parte ossea vertice oblique truncatum, basi rotun-

dato-truncatum. Putamen circa 3x3 cm, ovoideum, apicem versus

paulo attenuatum, basi late truncatum, extus fibris fuscis endocarpii

cavitati, imprimis basi et apice, adnatum. Albumen durum, album,

cum embryone apicali.

AFRICA AUSTRO-ORIENTALIS : in campis sabulosis siccis

inter litus et montes, ad usque 150 in altus. Provincia Natal in

Horto vel in Portu natalensis (Mcken —Neotopotype, K); in

subprov. Zululand, Mtunzini (Wicht 1); in vico Hibberdone
prope urbem Skottsberg (Wicht 3); Margate (Wicht 4).

Provincia Kaffraria, Portus Edward (Wicht 5).

A male spadix, collected in Natal in 1859 by Sanderson, is

preserved in Kew.
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Fig. 2. Hyphaene natalensis Kuntze (Wicht 1).

A: Entire fruit (lateral view). B: Idem, dorsal view. C: Top view. D:
Fruit, longitudinal section. E: Hastula. F: Hastula of an undeveloped

leaf.
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Plate 3 Hyphaene natalensis

Photographs by H. Wicht

A: Shows the cespitose character of the palm.

B: Cespitose character of the palm is often suppressed by Africans

who utilize the leaves for making ropes and baskets.

C: Male plant cut off to extract Gemaan (toddy).

D: The palm occasionally branches in some places more often than in

others. Injury caused by fires is suspected to induce branching.
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